This study examined differences between native and nonnative EFL (English as a Foreign Language) teachers' ratings of the English writing of Chinese university students. I explored whether two groups of teachers -expatriates who typically speak English as their first language and ethnic Chinese with proficiency in English -gave similar scores to the same writing task and used the same criteria in their judgements. Forty-six teachers -23 Chinese and 23 English-backgroundrated 10 expository essays using a 10-point scale, then wrote and ranked three reasons for their ratings. I coded their reported reasons as positive or negative criteria under five major categories: general, content, organization, language and length. MANOVA showed no significant differences between the two groups in their scores for the 10 essays. Chi-square tests, however, showed that the Englishbackground teachers attended more positively in their criteria to the content and language, whereas the Chinese teachers attended more negatively to the organization and length of the essays. The Chinese teachers were also more concerned with content and organization in their first criteria, whereas English-background teachers focused more on language in their third criteria. The results raise questions about the validity of holistic ratings as well as the underlying differences between native and nonnative EFL teachers in their instructional goals for second language (L2) writing.
I Introduction
The fairness and construct validity of the ratings of different groups of raters using the same scale in assessing ESL/EFL (English as a Second/Foreign Language) writing is a major concern in second language (L2) writing instruction and testing (Hamp-Lyons, 1991a; Connor-Linton, 1995a; Silva, 1997) . Exploring whether L2 writers' texts meet the expectations of native English readers, a growing number of studies have investigated whether native English speakers (NES) and nonnative English speakers (NNS) share the same judgement of the students' writing (James, 1977; Hughes and Lascaratou, 1982; Machi, 1988; Santos, 1988; Kobayashi, 1992; Hinkel, 1994;  errors than NNS teachers (James, 1977; Hughes and Lascaratou, 1982; Santos, 1988) . Kobayashi (1992) , however, observed that NNS instructors would accept grammatically correct but awkward sentences compared to NESs. These findings were all based on pre-determined categorical evaluations which might have restricted or mandated teachers/raters judgments. Some, for example, used decontextualized or edited student writing to direct the raters' attention (Santos, 1988; Hinkel, 1994; Kobayashi and Rinnert, 1996) . Research is therefore needed, using authentic writing samples and no predetermined evaluation criteria, to verify accurately whether NES and NNS teachers score L2 essays for different reasons. In addition, as these studies indicating differences in teachers/raters' qualitative evaluations did not compare the analytic judgments using holistic scoring, I thought it would be worth trying to verify the findings using both qualitative and quantitative judgments.
Set in the context of Mainland China, the present study parallels Connor-Linton's (1995b) study to compare holistic scores and selfreported reasons from teachers with different ethnolinguistic backgrounds. I planned the study with a two-fold purpose, viz. to verify whether NES and NNS teacher raters differ in (1) their holistic ratings and (2) their analytical reasons or qualitative judgments in evaluating EFL students' writing.
II Method 1 Written samples
Ten written samples were selected randomly in the fall of 1998 from writings of third-year students in the English department of a university in Mainland China. From a pool of 86 in-class written assignments gathered in no particular order, every eighth essay was selected for the study. Students were asked to write, within a 50-minute session (a common length of a lesson period in Chinese universities), a 250-word expository essay on the topic of TV and newspapers. The decision on the 250-word length was made based on the suggestion of the three class teachers who administered the task with an attempt to match the present task with other existing writing tasks in the program. Most students, however, produced much longer essays. The 10 essays selected averaged 292 words. (For Essay 1 as an example of essays in the middle range of scores, see Appendix 1.) Apart from length, the writing prompt was also a result of negotiation with the class teachers to incorporate the task into their teaching routines. Here is the prompt that was used in this study:
Nowadays with the popularity of televisions people gain daily news more conveniently. Some people even begin to play down the advantage of newspapers, arguing that it is time that they were replaced by television. To what extent do you agree or disagree with this statement? Give support for your argument.
Teacher raters
The 10 written samples were first sent, together with a letter of invitation to participate in the study and a background questionnaire, to 70 English expatriates teaching in various tertiary institutions in all parts of China. All of them had then been teaching in China for a minimum of six months and a maximum of about a year. The name list was provided by Amity Foundation, a Christian organization that helps Chinese universities to recruit native English teachers. Twentyfour of the NES EFL teachers responded to the letter and sent back the completed questionnaires and their quantitative and qualitative evaluations of the essays. I then invited 24 EFL NNS teachers, who were either working or taking an in-service teacher training program in the university where data were collected, to evaluate the same set of essays. In each of the groups, there was one rater who missed ratings for several of the essays, which made for an equal number of 23 raters in each group for the study.
The information summarized from the questionnaire suggested that the participating raters were mostly experienced teachers with some professional training. At the time of data collection, the 46 raters, as they reported in the questionnaires, were teaching at 23 tertiary institutes in 12 cities of China. Of the 23 NES teachers, 14 were US citizens, 5 British, 2 Canadian, and 2 Norwegians. (The two Norwegians are considered NESs in this study because they were expatriates who had learnt and used English since elementary school. With emphasis on multilingualism in the school system and English being the second most important language, many educated Norwegians are bilinguals.) Summarizing the rater profiles, Table 1 shows that more than half (frequency of 31, 67%) of the raters were female and 15 (33%) were male. In terms of educational background, about half (frequency of 23, 50%) had a master's degree and 17 (37%) had an undergraduate degree. Most raters (frequency of 34, 74%) said they had teacher training, whereas 11 (8 NNSs and 5 NESs) reported that they had no such training. Of the 46 raters, 18 (39.1%) had taught English for 1 to 5 years, 11 (23.9%) 6 to 9 years, and 17 (37%) about 10 years. In general, the NES group appeared to be more educated than the NNSs (4 NES teachers had a PhD whereas 1 NNS had only a high school diploma) although the latter seemed to have more teaching experience than the former. (12 NNSs had taught for about 10 years compared with only 5 NESs who had similar experience.) I asked the participating teachers to rate the 10 compositions holistically using a 10-point scale. The teachers were told that the purpose of the research was to compare how teachers evaluated English writing of Chinese university students. Following previous research (Cumming, 1990; Connor-Linton, 1995b; Kobayashi and Rinnert, 1996) , no criteria or analytical categories for the rating scale were provided with the purpose of finding out how these teachers defined the criteria themselves. In addition, to find out whether these teachers made different qualitative judgments, the teachers were asked to state three reasons or comments, in the order of importance, for their ratings of each essay. (For evaluation instructions, see Appendix 2.) With no pre-determined criteria, the teachers were expected to make and weight qualitative judgments based on their own beliefs of how salient certain writing elements were in L2 writing evaluation. Finally, the raters completed a questionnaire about their teaching experiences and educational backgrounds. Although similar in its basic design to Connor-Linton's (1995b) study, asking two groups of teachers to rate 10 essays and state three reasons (for justifications of these methodological choices, see Connor-Linton, 1995b: 102) , the present study, apart from subject identities and context, differed from the previous study in that all the teachers rated the essays holistically either on a 10-point rather than a 4-point scale or with an analytical evaluation profile that Connor-Linton (1995b) used. In addition, the teachers in the present study were asked to rank order their reasons rather than listing them randomly. A coding scheme was developed for analysing the teachers' comments. Previous researchers have used different methods to categorize verbal protocols or self-reports of raters (Hamp-Lyons, 1989; 1991b; Cumming, 1990; Vaughan, 1991; Connor-Linton, 1995b; Zhang, 1999) . The present study used key-word analysis based on an initial observation of the comments which contained typically short phrases including an adjective and a content word, such as 'good idea' or 'poor argument', indicating the rater's negative or positive attitude to a chosen feature. First of all, one researcher, a doctoral student studying in the area of L2 writing, went through the whole data and identified key words, or words that had been repeatedly used in these teachers' comments, such as 'thesis', 'argument' 'ideas', 'content', 'logic', 'organization', 'grammar', 'vocabulary', 'paragraph', 'clarity', 'support', as well as words indicating whether the comments were positive or negative, such as 'good', 'poor', 'clear', 'unclear', 'balanced', 'unbalanced', etc. Based on the key words, five major categories were generated in terms of general comments on the essay as a whole, and specific comments addressing the content, organization, language or length of the essays. Then the comments on content, organization and language were further divided into 10 subcategories:
• comments on content further distinguished as to whether they were (1) general comments or specific comments on the quality of (2) ideas or (3) arguments; • comments on organization as to whether they were (4) general comments or specific comments focusing on (5) paragraph organization or (6) transitions, including coherence or cohesion; • comments on language as to whether they were (7) general comments or specific comments on (8) intelligibility, (9) accuracy or (10) fluency of language use.
Before coding the data, the doctoral student and I each independently coded comments from 10 teachers, 5 NES and 5 NNS, and reached an agreement of 95%. As a result, a total of 1299 reasons (a few teachers gave fewer than three reasons for some essays) were identified as positive or negative comments under the 12 categories. (For definitions and examples of each category, see Appendix 3.) Three types of statistical analysis were used to identify group differences in the raters' evaluation of the 10 essays. First, reliability tests were run to check the intra-group reliability of NES and NNS teachers. Then MANOVA assessed differences between the two groups in their holistic scoring of the 10 essays. Finally, chi-square values on the frequencies of the comments were computed to explore the differences between the two groups, first in terms of whether the 12 categorical comments were positive or negative, and then in terms of the ordering of the three comments for each essay.
III Findings and discussion

Reliability
Consistency of the ratings of each group -NNE and NES teacherswas estimated by Cronbach's coefficient alpha, which reflects the level of agreement of each group as a whole during the rating process applied to the package of 10 essays. The ratings of the NES group showed a greater reliability (coefficient ␣ = .88) than the NNS group (coefficient ␣ = .71), indicating that the NES group was more consistent than the NNS group in their assessment of the 10 essays during the rating process.
The reliability achieved by the NNS teachers in the present study would be more or less predicable in the given context. Similar levels of reliability for both the NES and NNS raters (.75) were also reported by Connor-Linton (1995b) . However, the much higher reliability of the NES teachers in the present study was unusual, since such high reliability is usually achieved only through training. Nevertheless, Shohamy et al. (1992) also observed high reliability coefficients in the range of .80 to .90 from untrained NES raters with the aid of indicators for a rating scale. Table 2 summarizes and compares the means and standard deviations of the ratings of the two groups of teachers for the 10 students' essays. MANOVA indicated no significant differences between the two groups on the ratings (F = 1.940, p Ͼ 0.05). Similarities between the two groups were also shown in the positive rank orderings of the average scores of the 10 essays (Kendall Correlation Coefficients, .73, 2-tailed, p Ͻ 0.01). The mean scores of the two groups indicate that the 10 essays ranged from a low of 5 to a high of 8 on the 10-point scale, with slightly lower scores from the NES teachers (Group M of 5.98 vs. 6.19). Both groups of teachers agreed that Essay 9 was the best and that Essay 5 the second best. The rest of the essays showed a difference of one to two ranks between the NES and NNS teachers. It is also interesting to note a smaller group mean of standard deviations for the NNS group compared with that for the NES group (Group M of S.D. of 1.26 vs. 1.68). This indicates that the scores given by the NNS teachers were more homogeneous or less spread out than those given by the NES teachers, although individual members within the NNS group were less consistent as suggested by the lower reliability of the group I reported earlier. In contrast, the NES group, as the present data suggest, while being able to maintain a high reliability, also used a wider range of average scores than the NNSs (from 5.35 to 7.87 for NNSs and from 5.14 to 8.14 for NESs). This tendency towards great variation among NES raters has also been documented by previous researchers (e.g., Hamp-Lyons 1989; Vaughan, 1991; Zhang, 1999) . Together with previous studies, the present study suggests that NES raters were perhaps either more willing to take risks in awarding scores at the endpoints of the scale or were better able to make finer distinctions among levels of ability in rating ESL/EFL essays than their NNS colleagues. Figure 1 compares the raters' self-reported positive and negative comments, grouped into 12 categories. The overall statistically significant chi-square value of the frequencies of the 12 types of positive and negative comments indicates that NES and NNS teachers were systematically influenced by different qualitative judgments in their ratings (chi-square = 54.03, 51.01, d.f. = 11, p Ͻ 0.001). In line with previous research (Brown, 1991; Connor-Linton, 1995b ), the present study implies that these two groups of teacher raters arrived at their e n e r a l * ( ) C o n t e n t ( g e n e r a l ) * * ( + ) C o n t e n t ( i d e a s ) C o n t e n t ( a r g u m e n t ) O r g a n i z a t i o n ( g e n e r a l ) * ( ) O r g a n i z a t i o n ( p a r a g r a p h s ) O r g a n i z a t i o n ( t r a n s i t i o n s ) L a n g u a g e ( g e n e r a l ) L a n g u a g e ( i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y ) * * ( + ) L a n g u a g e ( a c c u r a c y ) * * ( + , ) L a n g u a g e holistic ratings based on somewhat different criteria or qualitative judgments.
Comparison of scores
Comparison of qualitative judgements: raters' positive and negative comments
A preliminary perspective on the trends from Figure 1 is that content, particularly the argument of the essay, appears to be identified more often as a positive feature by both NES and NNS raters, whereas language, particularly its intelligibility, shows the reverse pattern with both groups identifying it more as a negative feature in these students' writing. This suggests a biased attitude among these EFL teachers, the NESs even more so as they gave significantly more positive comments on general content quality than the NNSs (chi-square = 14.44, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.01). Apart from an unbalanced perception of the writing performance of these L2 students, this tendency implies a distinction, implicitly made by these teacher raters, between the writing skill of content presentation and language proficiency in L2 writing. According to Cumming (1990) , both experienced and inexperienced ESL teachers in his study distinguished students' writing expertise and L2 proficiency while evaluating students' essays. The present finding suggests that these participating teacher raters seemed to make this distinction implicitly in their ratings.
Despite the general tendency of both NES and NNS teachers in the present study to be positive on content but negative on language qualities of students' writing, NES teachers were generally more positive than the NNS teachers in their qualitative evaluations (frequency of 365 vs. 280 positive comments). While the NES teachers tended to give lower marks than NNS teachers (Group M of 5.98 vs. 6.19), they nevertheless gave more positive qualitative reasons or comments than did the NES teachers. Kobayashi (1992) also reported that NES raters were more positive on certain qualities of students' writing. One possible reason for NES raters to be stricter raters but give more positive comments was perhaps best explained by a NES rater in Zhang's (1999: 250) study, who reported that she used different standards in assessing EFL students' essays while playing a double role of a strict native speaker and a lenient EFL teacher. The mismatch between the NESs' positive comments and lower scores suggests not only a gap between teaching criteria and testing standards, but also a concern of whether NES teachers should be advised or trained to play consistently the role of a stricter rater or whether NESs other than NES teachers should be used for testing purposes.
The chi-square values indicate divergent tendencies between the two groups of teachers in the frequencies of their positive and negative comments in terms of the 12 evaluation categories. As Figure 1 shows, apart from general content quality, the NESs gave significantly more positive comments on intelligibility (chi-square = 15.81, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.01) of language. In addition, they also gave more comments, both positive and negative, on language accuracy than did the NNS teachers (chi-square = 13.50, 11.77, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.01). Previous researchers (such as Hughes and Lascaratou, 1982; Koyabashi, 1992; Connor-Linton, 1995b ) have also reported that NNS raters/teachers appeared to be less attentive than the NES raters/teachers to the language quality of students' essays. In line with previous findings, the present study confirms Koyabashi's (1992) observation of a lack of confidence of NNS raters. Put differently, being nonnative speakers, the Chinese teachers might shy away from making qualitative judgments or comments about the English language of their students. It is interesting to note that these differences in the qualitative comments were not reflected in holistic ratings which showed no significant group differences on the 10 essays. As Connor-Linton (1995a: 763) put it, holistic rating scales 'risk forcing potentially multidimensional rater responses into a single dimension of variation'. The discrepancies between the NES and NNS teachers found in the present study confirm the disadvantage of holistic rating being unable to distinguish accurately various characteristics of students' writing.
Compared with the higher frequencies of the positive comments from NES teachers, significantly higher frequencies of negative comments were produced by the NNS teachers in terms of general comments on the whole essay (chi-square = 8.07, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.05), comments on general organization (chi-square = 8.76, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.05) and the length of the essays (chi-square = 12.52, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.01). These differences suggest an underlying disagreement between the NES and NNS teachers on how students' writing should be evaluated. The NNS teachers in the present study appeared more critical to the general quality and the structure of these students' essays than were the NES raters. As one Chinese rater in Hamp-Lyons and Zhang's (2001) study explained, this tendency could result from an awareness of a heavy influence of L1 in their students' writing. In contrast to the present finding, previous studies -based on predetermined criteria or edited student essays -have reported negative cultural biases of many NES raters towards the rhetorical writing styles of NNS students (Land and Whitley, 1989; Basham and Kwachka, 1991; Hinkel, 1994; Tedick and Mathison, 1995; Kobayashi and Rinnert, 1996; Silva, 1997; Zhang, 1999; Hamp-Lyons and Zhang, 2001) . Following the assumption that NES raters might be positively affected by their exposure to the particular culture (Hamp-Lyons, 1989 ), the present study suggests that the participating NES raters may have been influenced by their experiences in China. Unlike the NESs in most previous studies, the NES instructors in the present study had all been teaching in Mainland China for at least six months, a period which might be long enough for them to be familiar with and, consequently, tolerant of the Chinese rhetorical style. In sum, the present finding implies that the issue raised by previous researchers on the biased attitudes of NESs towards non-English rhetorical styles might not be consonant with the evaluations of EFL students' writing at the proficiency level examined in the present study.
Comparison of qualitative judgments: self-reported importance of raters' comments
A slightly different picture emerges in Figures 2 to 4 documenting the differences in the qualitative comments between the two groups of teachers in terms of the ordering of their three comments for each e n e r a l C o n t e n t ( g e n e r a l ) C o n t e n t ( i d e a s ) * C o n t e n t ( a r g u m e n t ) O r g a n i z a t i o n ( g e n e r a l ) * O r g a n i z a t i o n ( p a r a g r a p h s ) O r g a n i z a t i o n ( t r a n s i t i o n s ) L a n g u a g e ( g e n e r a l ) L a n g u a g e ( i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y ) * L a n g u a g e ( a c c u r a c y ) * L a n g u a g e ( f l u e n c y ) L e n g t h
Figure 2 First comments
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NES NNS Frequencies
Figure 4 Third comments Notes: *Indicates a chi-square value, with a significant level at 0.05; Overall chi-square = 58.42; d.f. = 11; p Ͻ 0.001. of the 10 essays. Since the teachers were asked to record their three reasons or comments in order of importance, I expected a comparison of the ranking of the comments to reveal how these teachers weighted various writing elements in their evaluations. An initial inspection of the data suggests that in their rank ordering of the 12 categorical comments, the two groups of teachers varied from primary focus on the quality of content and organization to a lesser focus on language. As Figure 2 illustrates, in the comments they ranked as first in importance, both groups of teachers focused primarily on the content, particularly the ideas and arguments of the essays, although the NNS teachers were found to attend more than the NES teachers to ideas (chi-square = 5.15, 4.19, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.05). There was also a fair amount of attention among both groups of teachers to the general organization of the essays in their most important comments, although the NNS teachers attended more to such comments than did the NES teachers (chi-square = 4.19, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.05). Figure 3 shows a change of tendencies in the comments ranked as second in importance. As both groups remained focused on the arguments of the essays, the teachers also turned their attention to language intelligibility. With the comments ranked third in importance, as Figure 4 shows, the majority comments from these teacher raters remained focused on language intelligibility, with markedly more of such attention from the NES teachers (chi-square = 17.02, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.01). This shifting of focus suggests that these teachers consciously placed different weightings on various components. Recall that these comments were primarily positive on content but negative on language, so that the shift of focus from content to language suggests that these participating teachers also tended to focus on the positive elements of the essays before moving to the negative ones. As these raters were teachers who might have emphasized positive feedback because they believed in encouraging students by finding their strengths, this finding needs to be verified in future research to determine whether the movement from positive to negative evaluation is typical of EFL teachers or raters in general.
Despite the general tendencies of the two groups of teachers in the ordering of the three comments, chi-square tests showed a significant overall difference between the two groups in the frequencies of the 12 categorical evaluations mentioned as the first, second and third most important comments (chi-square = 51.14, 19.99, 58.42; d.f. = 11, p Ͻ 0.001). This further suggests that certain elements were more or less salient to the two groups of teachers. Aside from the differences mentioned above that the NNS teachers were more concerned with ideas and general organization in their most important comments and NES more with language intelligibility in the third-ranked comments, NES teachers were also found to focus significantly more than the NNS raters on the intelligibility and accuracy of language use in their most important comments (chi-square = 4.00, 16.33, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.05), again on accuracy in their second-ranked comments (chisquare = 8.17, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.05) and then ideas in their third-ranked comments (chi-square = 18.18, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.01). These findings suggest that the NESs not only were more aware of the language ability of these EFL students than their NNS colleagues, but also saw the quality of intelligibility as more salient than accuracy in evaluation. In contrast, NNS raters were found to focus significantly more than the NES raters on the general organization in their second-ranked comments (chi-square = 4.33, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.05), and then length of the essays in their third comments (chi-square = 18.67, d.f. = 1, p Ͻ 0.01). As I reported earlier these comments from the NNS were mostly negative. They seemed to emphasize the weakness of organization more than the problem of length in students' writing. If the rankings of these reasons or comments reflected the general characteristics of the writing samples that these teacher raters chose to attend to, the present finding suggests that NES and NNS teachers differ in their beliefs and weightings of these writing elements in L2 writing evaluation. This indicates that the process of L2 writing evaluation is as important as, and perhaps more important than, the results of scoring in identifying the differences between NES and NNS teacher raters.
IV Conclusions
The present study investigated whether the evaluation standards for written compositions differ among NES and NNS English teachers in an EFL setting such as China. I examined not only how NES and NNS teachers holistically evaluated students' writing, but also how the two groups of teachers consciously attended to and weighted various writing features. Results indicate that NES and NNS teachers gave similar scores to EFL students' writing as no significant differences were found in the scoring of the 10 essays. However, the two groups of teachers differed markedly in the frequencies of certain types of comments or criteria they mentioned to justify their ratings. The analysis of the qualitative comments suggest that NES teachers attended more positively to content and language, whereas NNS teachers attended more negatively to organization and length, although both groups appeared more positive towards content but negative toward intelligibility of the language of the essays. Furthermore, as both groups seemed to move their attention from content to language in their rank ordering of their comments for each essay in terms of importance, the NNSs appeared to be more concerned with ideas and general organization in the first comments and NES teachers focused on intelligibility in their third comments.
The above findings raise at least two important issues for language testing. The first issue concerns the extent to which holistic ratings reflect analytical or qualitative judgments. As the present findings suggest, although the writing of EFL students might be rated equally by holistic scoring, this might be evaluated from different perspectives by NES and NNS teachers. Following Hamp-Lyons (1995: 760) who noted that 'the writing of second language English users is particularly likely to show varied performance on different traits', the present study suggests that holistic scoring was not effective in distinguishing subtle differences in students' writing performances, nor was it an effective way to detect differences between NES and NNS teacher raters. Analytic ratings or qualitative evaluations, as the present study implies, might be preferable to holistic scoring to assess accurately the quality of L2 writing for purposes such as research, high stakes testing or diagnostic assessments, where the quality of information from evaluation is important.
Related to the first issue is the second issue of the relationship between reliability and validity in language testing. Both groups of the NES and NNS teachers in the present study have achieved relatively high reliability in their ratings of the 10 essays, with the former obtaining even a higher reliability. However, the fact that these raters differed in their qualitative comments -reflecting differing understandings of what constitutes good writing -raises questions about the construct validity of the inferences that might made solely on the basis of the holistic ratings. For example, Essay 1 was awarded a point of 7 on the scale by both a NNS and a NES, but for different reasons. In recording their most important reasons for giving this mark, the NNS commented positively on its 'well presented ideas' whereas the NES commented negatively on the 'many simple grammar mistakes'. This raises questions about whether these teachers even agreed with the terms or the construct definition they used. For example, the concept 'argument' seems to mean different things to different raters. The same argument in Essay 1, for instance, was rated as low as 1 on the scale by a NES teacher because the writer 'tried to argue on both sides', whereas it was awarded as high as 8.5 by a NNS teacher because of its 'good argument'. With these disagreements among teachers, there is no doubt that students would be confused if they were presented with these comments. There is a great need for research to pursue construct validity in testing by comparing differences not only among teachers/raters but also between teachers/raters and students. The present study suggests insufficiency of reliability and the importance of increasing validity in L2 writing assessment. Training is highly recommended for raters to reach consensus on the criteria before evaluation.
The process of rating becomes more complicated if one takes into consideration other related issues, such as tolerance brought by familiarity (e.g., Santos, 1988) or washback effects of tests on instruction (e.g., Wall and Alderson, 1993) . These issues lead to pedagogical implications of the present study. For example, there is a real concern about how EFL students can acquire English academic rhetorical patterns if their NES teachers, as the present study suggests, become tolerant to their rhetorical problems after being exposed to their culture. Furthermore, if we assume a correlation between how teachers evaluate students' essays and teachers' instructional goals, the present findings call for further inquiry to verify whether there is a divergence of instructional emphasis underlying these teachers' classroom teaching of EFL writing. As the NES teachers in the present study emphasized, the development of ideas and intelligibility of language use, while the NNS teachers emphasized the general organization and the length of essays; they may similarly have divergent instructional focuses in their writing classes. Researchers have indicated that teaching emphases can differ when writing is taught in places where teachers are dominantly either NES or NNS (Mohan and Lo, 1985) . The present study suggests that such differences could also exist in EFL programs that are taught either or jointly by NES and NNS teachers.
Further research is also needed to investigate whether EFL students in China are attending to different instructions from NES and NNS teachers, as this is important information for curriculum designers and policy makers. In an exam-driven school system, Chinese students are continually assessed on their writing, the results of which influence decisions that affect their future. Chinese students need to pass exams rated by Chinese EFL teachers in order to graduate from universities and, at the same time, to pass tests like TWE (Test of Written English) rated by NESs if they plan to study abroad. Many Chinese universities, being aware of the students' needs, currently have their English writing programs jointly taught by NES and local Chinese teachers. This reflects the general concern of the qualification of NNSs in teaching writing and a call for favouring NESs to correct and guide students' writing (Takashima, 1987; Kobayashi, 1992) , despite recognition that the knowledge of the target language as a second or foreign language should 'constitute the basis for non-native teachers' confidence, not their insecurity' (Seidlhofer, 1999: 238) or 'threatened . . . authority' (Tang, 1997: 578) . If students receive different directives from the two groups of teachers as the present study suggests may happen, there is need for closer cooperation between NES and NNS teachers.
NES teachers need to understand the background training of their EFL Chinese students just as NNS teachers need to incorporate the standards of their NES counterparts into their teaching and testing evaluation so as to socialize their students into English academic discourse. On the one hand, NESs should be aware of the different variety of English writing being cultivated by NNS teachers. They should adjust their teaching accordingly in a setting where most students are studying to pass exams rated by local NNS teachers. Based on similar findings, Kobayashi and Rinnert (1996) suggested that NES teachers in an EFL context should be aware of the needs of local students to meet the standards of NNS teachers. On the other hand, NNS teachers should be aware of the diverse instructional emphases of their NES colleagues. Both NES and NNS teachers should also help their students to understand how readers' expectations can vary based on their cultural backgrounds, and how this would affect the way they should write. Seminars for teachers and training workshops for raters should be organized to help the communication between NES and NNS teachers so that each group gains access to the shared background and beliefs of the other. Such cooperation and share of expertise could lead to more effective writing instruction for EFL students in China.
Finally, the present study has at least two limitations. One limitation is that it used various statistical procedures to explore group differences in the scoring of a set of 10 essays rather than individual essay scores from each rater. Qualitative case studies need to be conducted to explore how individual raters vary their judgments from essay to essay. Another limitation of the study is that, although a contrast between NES and NNS teachers is the main point of the research, the distinction of the two groups can be problematic with lack of precise population definitions or sampling techniques (for various discussions on the topic, see Braine, 1999) . I used the terms of NES and NNS only to follow previous studies in distinguishing educators in English language teaching whether English is their first or second language. It is important to caution that neither the present nor any other published research has utilized populations of English instructors or raters that are truly representative of larger populations. There is a great gap in research before generalizations could be made about values or practices of NESs or NNSs.
However, the truth is that newspaper is more reliable simply because of the commercialization of TV. TV is powerful and people abuse its power. Most of what we get from TV is not information, but a kind of entertainment. The news reported on TV are usually in terse, popular language with impressive images, but without much profounding critics. We find more good critics on newspapers. The TV people don't give critical opinions, they are busy making questionaires about masses' taste and fussy with soapy shows. And if they have an attitude, (I feel happy as well as worried about it.) they can use, manipulate their powerful weapon-TV without letting us know. Pictures clipped, words omitted, repetitions on certain facts, all these can give us a totally wrong idea. Yet, the worst thing is we believe the news, for seeing is believing. One Hong Kong banker was interviewed by foreign journalists about his opinion on Hong Kong's future. He said "There is difficulty ahead, but I have the full confidence." On screen, you just hear "There is difficulty ahead" and see a shot of his lowered head. What is the truth? I remember one film named "making city" starred by Dustin Huffman. The protagonist doesn't tend to harm anyone, but is made the image as a terrorist by the media and shoots himself at last. When Dustin ories " We killed him" in the end of the film, I feel there's something much worse than entertainment that TV can provide-the false.
Of course, TV itself is not bad. It's like money and depends on how we use it. The problem with the masses is that we are easily taken in by what we see and by indulging too much in its entertainment, we don't think and become slave of it. In this sense, the "ancient" means of data leaves us more space for thinking.
Note: *Errors and mistakes are retained verbatim from the original student's essay.
Appendix 2 Evaluation of students' writing
This project aims to find out how teachers of English rate university students' essays. Please read and rate the 10 essays provided using a 10-point scale (point 10 being the highest on the scale) and then state, in an order of importance, three reasons or characteristics in each essay that you think have most influenced your rating of that essay (reason 1 being the most important).
